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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
10/31/07 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments in light of the amendment filed 10/31/07, with respect to 
claims 9-20 have been fully considered and are persuasive. The prior art rejection of 
claims 9-20 has been withdrawn. 

3. Applicant's arguments in light of the amendment filed 10/31/07 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive with respect to claims 1-8. Examiner's has 
issued a new rejection on the claims, however is continuing to apply the prior art to Dale 
et al. Examiner's rebuttal is given below. 

4. Applicant first argues that Dale et al. does not show the ports inputting and 
outputting data from/to "outside the device". Applicant points to Fig. 2 of Dale where 
the ports A-G are connected to functional modules which Applicant does not construe to 
be outside the device. 

Examiner has been consistent in claims 1 and 5, that the integrated circuit device 
is equated to Fig. 2, element 200, the PMC, also shown in detail in Fig. 3. The 
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functional modules, Fig. 2, element 101-109, are therefore outside of the PMC and 
communicating directly with the ports of the PMC. 

5. Applicant next argues that Dale et al. does not teach a monolithic IC. 
Examiner will detail the obviousness of having a monolithic IC in the rejection 

below and show that this is obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

8. Claims 1-8 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Pat. No. 6,574,688 to Dale et al. (hereafter Dale, cited in the previous Office Action). 

9. Per claim 1 , Dale discloses an integrated circuit device (Figs. 2 and 3, element 
200, the port manager controller) comprising: a first port for inputting write data directly 
from the outside of the device and outputting read data directly from the outside of the 
device (Fig. 2, element 200, any of the ports D-G are all bi-directional; Fig. 3, element 
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307 expressly shows this; it is clear data is transmitted/received directly from the 
outside of the PMC as shown in Fig. 2; external to the PMC are the functional modules 
and host component which interface the ports of the PMC directly)] and a second port 
for only inputting write data directly from the outside of the device (Fig. 2, element 200, 
port C; Fig. 3, element 307; Column 5, lines 25-27, port C used for data input only, e.g, 
write to host), wherein at least one of the first port and the second port is selected by an 
external command when the write data is input (Fig. 3; Column 5, lines 10-15, each port 
has a read-write control line, in the case of port C, just a write line; the control line 
commands the port of port management controller and control signal can be generated 
external to the PMC). 

Per claim 5, Dale discloses an integrated circuit system (Figs. 2 and 3, elements 
200 and 101-109 make up a system) comprising: an integrated circuit device (Fig. 2 and 
3, elements 200) that includes a first port for inputting write data directly from the 
outside of the system and outputting read data directly from the outside of the system 
(Fig. 3, ports D-G are all bi-directional; ports communicate directly external devices 
outside the system) and a second port for only inputting write data directly from the 
outside of the system (Fig. 3, element 307; Column 5, lines 25-27, port C used for data 
input only, e.g, write to host)] and a controller (Fig. 2, elements 101-109) for generating 
a command to select either the first port or the second port (Fig. 2, elements 101-109, 
function modules generate the control command to the PMC over the control lines 
shown in Fig. 3 for each port; Column 5, lines 10-15; control line selects whether to use 
a port or not, e.g., write command tells the port data will be written). 
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Dale does not disclose expressly the integrated circuit device being a monolithic 
device. 

The Examiner contends that the mere placing of the claimed elements on a 
single IC is obvious subject matter in light of standard manufacturing process to include 
things such as "system on a chip", which was not a limiting example. Placing numerous 
logical components or systems on an IC, wherein the numerous components or 
systems could exist as separate ICs (i.e. memory, CPU, interface, DC-DC converter), is 
obvious subject matter, tantamount to the "making integral" of MPEP: 
In re Larson, 340 F.2d 965, 968, 144 USPQ 347, 349 (CCPA 1965) (A claim to a fluid 
transporting vehicle was rejected as obvious over a prior art reference which differed 
from the prior art in claiming a brake drum integral with a clamping means, whereas the 
brake disc and clamp of the prior art comprise several parts rigidly secured together as 
a single unit The court affirmed the rejection holding, among other reasons, "that the 
use of a one piece construction instead of the structure disclosed in [the prior art] would 
be merely a matter of obvious engineering choice.") 

Thus absent a showing of other considerations, applicant has only made integral 
via a monolithic IC of what was shown to be separate components in Dale et al. As 
pointed out by In re Larson, the use of one piece construction, in this instance an IC, 
instead of the structure disclosed in the prior art would merely be a matter of obvious 
engineering choice regarding the level of IC integration, which would, amongst other 
factors, be driven by space savings, manufacturing costs, energy consumption, and 
thermal factors. 
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10. Per claims 3,4,7 and 8, Dale discloses claims 1 and 5, further disclosing both first 
and second ports are selected by an external command when the write data is input, a 
control pin receiving the control signal (Fig. 3, elements 301,303,305 and 309 all can 
access the ports given a command). 

11. Claims 2 and 6 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dale. 

Dale discloses claims 1 and 5. 

Dale does not disclose expressly the second port for the input write data having 
half the number of pins of the first port. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to recognize that when Dale is inputting data into the second port over the 
input pins of the port, then only the write pins/lines will be used. 

It is well known to those of ordinary skill in the art that for full-duplex lines (e.g., 
both input and output capability), one must double the number of lines in that of a half- 
duplex communications (e.g., only input or only output capability and not both). Equal 
number of lines must be given to sending as with receiving data. Given that Dale has 
the same number of read data lines as write data lines, it is clear that the active lines 
being used in the second port where the second port is used only for writing data is 
exactly half of the total active lines/pins being used in the first port which is for both 
reading and writing. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

12. Claims 9-21 are allowed. 
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13. Claim 21 is allowed based on reasons stated in a prior Office Action. 

14. The following is the statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter in claims 9-20: The prior art disclosed by the applicant and cited by the 
Examiner fail to teach or suggest, alone or in combination, all the limitations of the 
independent claim(s) (claims 9 and 16), particularly a monolithic IC device having a 
plurality of ports of bidirectional and unidirectional nature, and buffering units associated 
with the ports, and the ability to select the ports using an external command. While 
Dale et al. teaches the various logical components in the claim limitations, by making 
the IC monolithic, the functional modules of Dale et aL would be intermediary between 
the ports and the outside of the IC device, and therefore data will not directly be inputted 
or outputted to/from the ports. 

Conclusion 

15. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alan S. Chen whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4143. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Henry Tsai can be reached on 571-272-4176. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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